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engaged to be married, and lie broke off the
engagement. There being no evidence that
the defendant authorized or intended the repeti-
tion of the slander, or that he knew of the plain-
tiff's engagement, it was held by the Court of
Appeal that an action of slander could not be
maintained against the defendant.

"Verbal defamatory statements may, indeed,
be intended to be repeated, or may be uttered
under such circumstances that their repetition
follows in the ordinary course of things from their
original utterance. Except in such cases, the law
does not allow the plaintiff to recover damages
which flow not from the original slander, but
from its unauthorized repetition " (u). In Ward v.
Weeks (#), Tindal, 0. J., thus explained the reason
for this rule : " Every man must be taken to be
answerable for the necessary consequences of his
own wrongful acts, but such a spontaneous and
unauthorized communication cannot be considered
as the necessary consequence of the original
uttering of the words." The result of this is,
that where the words are not actionable per se^
the originator of the slander frequently escapes
all liability.

It is no excuse, though it may be evidence in
mitigation of damages (y), that the person re-
peating a slander mentions that he has heard it

(u) Per cur. in Eatdiffe v. Evans (1892), 2 Q. B. at p. 530.
See also EcJcKn v. Little (1890), 6 Times L. B. 366.
(a?) (1830), 7 Bing. at p. 215.
(y) See pp. 169, 170, infra.